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Abstract
There is a lack of research on behavior skills training (BST) at summer camp. However, given
the relatively unique setting, staffing, and programming requirements of camp, it cannot be
assumed without study that BST will be as effective and feasible in the camp setting as it has
been shown to be in other settings. The present study assessed the effectiveness of BST in
training staff on the implementation of behavior management techniques for compliance. The
participants in this study were four summer camp staff responsible for childcare at a small
children’s camp. A multiple probe research design was used to assess the effect of BST on
providing effective instructions, delivering enthusiastic praise and reinforcement for compliance,
and using response cost procedures for noncompliance. Data were recorded on participants’
implementation of these procedures during baseline and then following BST. Data were also
collected on a second, unrelated, though similar, behavior as a means of experimental control.
Results indicate that the target behavior increased during the post-BST phase for all participants,
while the control behavior remained relatively constant. In addition, camper noncompliance
decreased from baseline to post-BST for all participants. These results corroborate findings on
BST and response cost in other settings and extend this research into the camp setting.
Keywords: summer camp, behavior skills training, noncompliance, response cost
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Literature Review
Summer camps are a place where children can experience a wide range of activities,
social interactions, and learning experiences, all in the context of play, fun, and enjoyment
(Cohen & Carlson, 2007). Residential summer camps include camps with the care of and
programming for children or youth for 24 hours a day, during at least four consecutive days
(Halsall et al., 2016). Campers attending residential summer camps can experience many unique
learning experiences and positive outcomes. Some of the benefits identified for campers include
building a sense of independence or responsibility, as well as growth in areas of social skills,
self-esteem, and personal identity (Allen, 1973; Henderson et al., 2007). Camps also provide an
opportunity for children and youth to develop positive relationships with other children as well
as supportive adults (Halsall et al., 2016).
Camp Environment
Despise these positive outcomes and experiences, the camp setting is not immune to
behavioral problems (Allen, 1973). Campers are brought into a new context with contingencies,
reinforcers, and schedules of reinforcement that may differ substantially from those to which
they are accustomed, and all of this occurs without the presence of familiar people such as
parents or teachers (Cohen & Carlson, 2007). The problem behaviors that are commonly seen at
camps are comparable to those typically seen in school settings (Blair, 2018). However, campers
typically only attend camp for one program, which can be as short as a few days. In comparison,
schools have an entire school year to establish routines, contingencies, and expectations (Blair,
2018). Even though child problem behaviors are relatively similar between camps and schools, it
cannot be assumed that the same techniques for behavior management that are effective in the
school setting will necessarily produce the same results in the camp setting.
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In addition to camp being a relatively unique setting for managing camper behavior, it is
also a fairly unique setting for staff, potentially altering the training needed for them to perform
their jobs effectively. It is the camp staff who are entrusted with the care and guidance of
campers 24 hours a day and who are expected to promote both an atmosphere of safety and
personal growth for campers (Baldwin et al., 2010). According to the American Camp
Association, in 2017 the majority of camps reported approximately 75% of their summer camp
staff were undergraduate college students, and 25%-50% of camp staff were first-time staff at
their camp (2019). This means that camp staff are often undergoing challenges that typically
accompany that stage of life such as living away from parents for the first time and developing
personal identities, as well as the challenges of being responsible for the care of children in an
intensive setting (Cohen & Carlson, 2007; Schafer, 2007). Because of the unique and intense
nature of the summer camp season, staff training typically occurs one or two weeks prior to the
arrival of campers, with minimal training continuing once campers are present (Blair, 2018).
Camp staff typically have limited information on the cultures, family contexts, or histories of the
campers or their behaviors. Because of this lack of information, staff have to make instantaneous
decisions, without camper history, regarding behavior function and behavior management
techniques. In large part because of these factors, the camp setting produces unique challenges
for both the campers as well as the staff caring for them (Cohen & Carlson, 2007).
Current Practices in Camp Behavior Management
A survey was conducted with 171 camp directors at camps accredited by the American
Camp Association regarding behavior management strategies, staff training, and common
problem behaviors in camps (Blair, 2018). This survey identified defiance, disrespect, and
disruption as the most frequent problem behaviors produced by children at camp. Bullying,
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physical aggression, and lying are also among the more commonly reported problem behaviors at
camps. Though this list of behaviors is based on survey responses and not direct observation, it
still provides a basis for targeting those behaviors that are noticed more frequently by camp staff
and leadership.
Research has been conducted on using behavioral techniques and strategies to reduce
problem behaviors at camp and increase desired behaviors in the camp setting. The techniques
studied include the use of positive behavior supports (Farrell et al., 2013; McKevitt et al., 2012),
acceptance and commitment therapy techniques (Enoch & Dixon 2019), programming for
naturally occurring reinforcement (Allen, 1973), and considering the functions of camper
problem behavior (Cohen & Carlson, 2007). Some behavior management techniques that have
been used in camps are more focused on reducing inappropriate staff responses to camper
problem behavior by having staff use problem-solving strategies, such as the technique of
stopping, slowing down, and thinking it through, before responding to problem behaviors of
campers (Factor et al., 2019). All of these techniques showed preliminary supporting evidence in
the camp setting, although few used observational measures of behavior, instead using
questionnaires and written knowledge tests.
In the survey of camp directors, preventative or antecedent strategies were identified as
the most commonly used type of behavior management strategy (Blair, 2018). The most
common practices identified were to give praise and encouragement, establish rules and maintain
routines, and communicate expected behavior requirements. These camps rarely used
consequent-based strategies, and those that did use consequent-based strategies typically used
praise as the primary consequence. Camp directors listed punitive strategies such as removal of
privileges, time out, or exclusion from activities as some of the least used (Blair, 2018).
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Current Practices in Camp Staff Training
The camp staff training procedures and content are an important component of having a
successful camp where children can feel safe, cared for, and have valuable life experiences.
Camp staff are responsible for supervising campers, facilitating activities, keeping all campers
safe, and ensuring that campers are following all policies and rules laid out by the camp. All of
these skills must be trained in an efficient and effective manner due to the limited time available
for training in most camp settings (Baldwin et al., 2010). Staff training often spans between one
and two weeks directly prior to the start of the camp season (Baldwin et al., 2010; Blair, 2018;
Powell et al., 2003; Schafer, 2007; Wahl-Alexander et al., 2017). Pre-camp training can cover
topics such as job expectations, camp rules, camper outcomes (Baldwin et al., 2010; Ladin,
1953; Wahl-Alexander et al., 2017), handling conflict, building healthy relationships with
campers and other staff, behavior management techniques (Wahl-Alexander et al., 2017),
informal education techniques, leadership methods, and camp philosophy (Ladin, 1953). Some
of the topics most often covered in camp training are creating community at camp, giving praise,
maintaining expectations, establishing routines, and teaching appropriate behavior. A majority of
the behavior management techniques on which staff are trained are antecedent-based strategies
related to making expectations clear and changing the environment to avoid or escape problem
behaviors (Blair, 2018).
A survey of camp training practices conducted in 1953 indicated that the majority of the
40 camps surveyed used lectures and group discussions as the primary method of staff training,
and few camps reported using techniques such as role-playing scenarios (Ladin, 1953). Since
that time, studies have been conducted on camp staff training using techniques such as lectures
followed by “homework” assignments to practice skills being learned between training sessions
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(Schafer, 2007), discussion of case studies, role-playing possible camp scenarios, group team
building activities, modeling desired behavior and providing video models of behaviors (Lim &
Hu, 2020; Wahl-Alexander et al., 2017). The majority of camp staff training is conducted by
camp directors, who have little formal training in behavior management and little availability of
consultation from behavior experts for training staff or developing behavior management
techniques (Blair, 2018).
Behavior Skills Training
Principles of behavior can and have been used to develop staff training techniques that
have been incorporated in numerous settings such as schools, clinics, and businesses, and they
have been shown empirically to be effective, promote generalization, and increase maintenance
(Sturmey, 2008). According to Sturmey (2008), staff training should be “efficient” in that it can
be conducted with minimal time and effort, taking into consideration the specific needs of the
setting. It should also be “effective” in that it targets skills that will benefit the staff and those
they are serving, as well as produce lasting change in the target behavior of staff. In addition,
staff training should be “acceptable” in that the training is conducted in a way that staff are
comfortable with and targets skills that will be socially valid for the individuals staff work with
as well as any stakeholders involved. One of the empirically supported techniques that behavior
analysts typically use in training staff is behavior skills training (BST), which at its core consists
of instruction, modeling, rehearsal, and feedback (Sturmey, 2008; Sun, 2020). BST has been
demonstrated to be an effective training procedure for individuals with no previous behavioral
training on numerous behavior management techniques such as incidental teaching, discrete trial
training, preference assessments, mand training, applied behavior analysis (ABA) principles
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(Sun, 2020), three-step prompts, differential reinforcement of alternative behaviors (Drifke et al.,
2017) and guided compliance (Miles & Wilder, 2009; Sun, 2020).
In a guide for practitioners on evidence-based staff training, Parsons and Rollyson (2012)
described the components in BST. The first component, instruction, consists of describing the
target skill to staff, including any necessary steps in performing the skill correctly. This
component also often includes a written description of the skill for staff to refer to as necessary.
The second component is modeling. Modeling consists of a demonstration of the skill and often
is done by role-playing scenarios. The third component is rehearsal. This component includes
having staff practice the skill by doing role-play scenarios. Feedback on performance is the
fourth component of BST and consists of a verbal description of what the staff did correctly
and/or what they need to improve on. After feedback, BST procedures can be repeated until staff
meet a specified level of competency at the target skill (Parsons & Rollyson, 2012). In a
component analysis, it was demonstrated that all components of BST are necessary for optimal
performance in some skills, with the use of instruction and modeling alone being insufficient to
reach mastery in the skill (Drifke et al., 2017).
Increasing Compliance
The term “noncompliance” is commonly used in ABA literature in reference to the lack
of complying with an instruction or directive. Strictly speaking, noncompliance is not a behavior;
rather it is a label for the absence of the specified target behavior. Thus, myriad behaviors could
be included in the term noncompliance, or it could be indicative of no response at all. For this
reason, although the true purpose of this study is to increase compliance, the term noncompliance
will be used to remain consistent with existing literature in the field.
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One evidence-based procedure used for managing noncompliance in children with
developmental disabilities is guided compliance. In guided compliance, the caregiver promotes
compliance through the use of antecedent techniques such as making eye contact and using the
child’s name directly leading up to an instruction, as well as giving only one instruction that is
clearly stated and phrased as a demand as opposed to a question (Miles & Wilder, 2009).
Another evidence-based procedure for dealing with noncompliance with antecedent strategies is
the use of precision requests. Precision requests typically focus on the specificity of the
instruction and increasing stimulus control of caregiver instructions (Mackay et al., 2001).
Antecedent strategies for noncompliance can be combined with consequent strategies to
promote current and future compliance. Miles and Wilder (2009) paired various antecedent
procedures with praise for compliance and prompting for noncompliance in their study on guided
compliance. Likewise, Mackay et al. (2001) combined precision requests with reinforcement for
compliance and response cost for noncompliance. In this case, reinforcement was contingent
praise and access to tangible reinforcement in the form of preferred toys or foods, and the
response cost was contingent loss of a toy for three minutes. Using antecedent strategies to
increase the probability that compliance will occur sets the child up for success, and pairing this
with reinforcement for compliance and response cost for noncompliance increases the future
probability that the child will comply and decreases the future probability that the child will not
comply. The use of response cost procedures by caregivers or parents has been found to be
effective at reducing noncompliance and has been identified by parents as being an extremely
acceptable and fitting intervention (Little & Kelley, 1989; Nzuki, 2016).
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Purpose
Given the relatively unique setting, staffing, and programming requirements of summer
camps and the lack of research on BST in the camp setting, it cannot be assumed without study
that BST will be as effective and feasible in the camp setting as it has been shown to be in other
settings. The purpose of the present study is to assess the effectiveness of BST to train staff on
the implementation of behavior management techniques for compliance.
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Chapter 2: Method
Participants and Setting
The setting was a small Christian camp in Minnesota serving typically developing
children ranging from the age of six to eighteen, with the majority of campers being between the
ages of eight and thirteen. This camp is accredited by the American Camp Association and
includes camp programs ranging from two to six days in length. It typically serves up to 60
campers at a time. However, during the present study, the number of campers was kept below 45
each week because of procedures put in place in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Programs
are designated for specific age ranges, with the youngest campers (6-9 years old) present during
different weeks than the middle campers (8-13 years old) and the oldest campers (14-18 years
old). The program for the oldest campers runs for only one “teen week” each summer, and the
daily structure is different from other programs. For this reason, the present study was targeted
specifically at the young and middle campers (6-13 years old), and data were not collected
during “teen week.”
Campers stay in one of five cabins and go to and from most camp activities as a cabin
group with one staff member who is the dedicated cabin leader. Camp activities include meals
cooked over a fire, meals in a dining room facility, swimming and boating, free time, cabin rest
time, large group games, evening campfire and story-time, as well as a choice of specialized
activities such as archery, crafts, horsemanship, woodwork, treasure hunt, and nature study.
The participants of this study were four summer camp cabin leaders who directly
supervised the campers during the summer. To ensure anonymity they are referred to as Emily,
Abigail, Josh, and Olivia. Emily and Abigail were starting their first summer working as cabin
leaders. Olivia and Josh were returning for their second summer as cabin leaders. All participants
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were between the ages of 18 and 35. All participants were informed that research was being
conducted on the camp’s training program, and they were invited to participate. They all read
and signed a document of informed consent before beginning the study. Participants were
allowed to opt-out of the study at any time with the written guarantee from the camp that
participation or non-participation in the study would not negatively impact their jobs. However,
no participants opted out of the study. Campers’ families were informed that a study was being
conducted and that some data were collected on camper behavior as a group. Families were
given the opportunity to opt their child(ren) out of any group observations, but none did. All
training and observation sessions took place at the camp where the participants cared for
campers. Training occurred during days when no campers were present, and observations
occurred in the natural environment while participants were caring for campers. The research
study was described to and approved by the camp leadership and was approved by the affiliated
institution’s Institutional Review Board prior to beginning the study.
Typical Camp Training
Prior to the first week of summer camp, the camp provides training for incoming staff for
five to seven days. This staff training covers the content of camp programs, staff expectations
and requirements, camp philosophy and culture (including mission, vision, history, and
traditions), leadership skills, emergency and safety procedures, specific job requirements, camper
supervision, safe sanctuary training, and behavior management. The majority of training is done
through informal lectures and discussions given by the camp’s leadership team. Staff are
encouraged to ask questions and many specific scenarios are discussed, in addition to
overarching principles. The only aspect of training that includes an element of practice or role-
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play is the emergency and safety procedures. Specifically, this training includes practicing the
procedures regarding a missing or lost camper.
The behavior management portion of training involves a discussion of techniques to use
with various ages of campers both to encourage appropriate behavior and the use of discipline
when necessary. Camp procedure states that no physical punishment will be used and no abuse
or bullying by staff or campers will be tolerated. The need for consistent, fair, and appropriate
discipline is emphasized. Training includes discussion of techniques such as time-out, loss of
earned privileges, and talking with the leadership team as acceptable forms of punishment if it is
deemed necessary by staff. The majority of behavior management training focuses on teaching
and positively encouraging campers to behave in ways that produce positive outcomes. Camp
staff are encouraged to seek aid and guidance from the camp leadership team at any time if they
have any difficulty with camper behavior management.
The pre-camp training week is the only formal training time that occurs during the
summer. However, throughout the summer a 30-minute cabin leader meeting is held most days,
led by one of the camp leadership team. During this meeting, some feedback on staff
performance is typically given, but the main focus is on scheduling, answering staff questions,
and getting an update on the day. There is also an all-staff meeting that occurs at each transition
between weekly programs. The focus of this meeting is mainly on delivering tasks to staff,
wrapping up the previous programmed week of camp, and giving directions for the next week. In
addition to these meetings, the camp leadership will occasionally provide staff with feedback on
their behavior, and around four weeks into the summer they conduct a written performance
review and provide specific feedback to each staff on performance and areas for improvement.
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Research Design
The research design was a multiple probe design across participants. The behavior and
location were the same for all participants. Each participant had an AB design with the A being
baseline following typical camp training, and the B being after implementation of BST. The
latter is referred to as post-BST for the target behavior and continued baseline for the control
behavior. Due to the time constraint of needing to complete the training and observation sessions
during the summer camp season, each phase length was determined a priori and randomized
across participants with stable baseline data. If visual analysis of the data indicated variable
responding or an increasing/decreasing trend for one participant, that participant was kept in
baseline for an additional week of data collection. This was to account for any instability in the
data while still addressing the time constraint of the summer camp setting. Each participant
participated in typical training sessions during the training week prior to the beginning of the
summer camp season. This training was identical for all participants, as it was conducted with all
staff in a group context. Following this training, during the first two program weeks of camp,
baseline data were collected before any participants received BST.
Data Collection and Materials
Data were collected on the target behavior as well as a second similar, though unrelated,
behavior. The secondary behavior served to control for learning that may occur over the course
of the summer that cannot be attributed to BST, such as shaping of staff behavior through natural
contingencies, observing other staff members interacting with campers, or practice effects of
managing camper behavior. In addition to data on these two behaviors, data were also collected
on the presence of participants with their cabin group at scheduled times and locations.
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Data were graphed to allow for visual analysis of responding. In addition to visually
assessing for trend and variability, the percentage of nonoverlapping data (PND; Tarlow &
Penland, 2016) was calculated for each participant for both the target and control behaviors. This
was done by finding the range between the highest and lowest data points in baseline, counting
the number of data points in the post-BST or continued baseline phase that were outside of this
range, dividing that number by the total number of data points in the post-BST or continued
baseline phases, and then multiplying that by 100 to get a percent.
Data were visually assessed during the study and the possibility of procedural changes
were allowed through the study if deemed necessary. However, any changes that occurred are
documented and explained here. The only procedural change was put in place during the second
week of the study and included suspending randomizing which observers observed each
participant each time. This was done because observers’ obligations outside of this study made it
difficult to completely randomize their scheduled times to observe. Instead, the observers’
schedules for observation were made at the beginning of each week of camp and took into
account various other scheduled obligations.
Independent and Dependent Variables
The independent variable was BST for camp staff on how to provide instructions
followed by response cost or reinforcement. The primary dependent variable was the way that
the staff provided instructions and responded to noncompliance or compliance, as measured by
the number of items on a checklist performed correctly (see Appendix A for the steps). Six items
were scored for each of the possible camper responses in the following three scenarios:
immediate compliance, delayed compliance, or noncompliance. One secondary dependent
variable was whether participants are at scheduled locations with their cabin group at the
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scheduled time. Another secondary dependent variable was the control behavior, specifically the
way that staff facilitated activity engagement, as measured by the number of items on a checklist
performed correctly (see Appendix A).
Observations
Data were collected during observations in the natural setting as the participants worked
with campers. Camp leadership identified four scheduled times each day that tended to evoke
more problem behavior related to compliance and involved a relatively high frequency of
instructions. The identified times were the transitions between morning activities, daily afternoon
rest in cabins, the transition from free time to supper, and preparing for and transitioning to bed
(see Appendix B for descriptions). Camp leadership also identified waiting for meals to be
served as a time when cabin leaders have difficulty facilitating engagement in an activity but are
expected to do so. During these times, 15-minute observation sessions occurred, and data were
recorded for each trial (see Appendix C for data collection checklists). The participant being
observed during each observation was systematically varied such that all participants were
regularly observed during all four identified times for instructions and the three mealtimes each
day for facilitating engagement. The only exception to this was that the male participant was not
observed as frequently during afternoon rest and preparing for bed due to limited male observers.
Females were not allowed into the male cabins and thus only the male observer could collect
data on the male participant during scheduled times in the cabin.
A trial consisted of an opportunity for the target skills to be assessed, such as when the
participant gave an instruction to a camper (for the target response) or when the participant
facilitated engagement in an activities (for the control). An instructional trial was scored when
staff gave directives to transition to a scheduled event, including directives to prepare for
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transitions such as putting on shoes, turning off the light, and changing locations; directives to
perform daily living tasks such as getting dressed, brushing teeth, and showering; and safetyrelated directives such as putting on life jackets, stopping when about to cross a road, and getting
down from a precarious location. Instructions were restricted to these categories because in many
other categories campers would have an option whether or not to comply, and staff could phrase
them as questions or requests, not instructions. This distinction was made both for the sake of
reliable data collection and to allow staff to remain consistent with the fun and less structured
nature of summer camps. In addition, data were gathered on whether campers responded to
participants’ instructions with compliance or noncompliance. These data were gathered from the
instructional trials scored for participants. Facilitation of engagement was defined as any time an
activity was occurring with the campers under the participant’s supervision, such as a game,
song, or interactive story. Data were collected by scoring the number of items correct out of six
possible on an instruction or an engagement checklist created for the purpose of this study. In
addition, data were collected on whether the participant was in the appropriate location at the
scheduled time along with their cabin group. This would include all campers in the participant’s
charge being in the dining room at the time listed on the camp schedule.
Interobserver Agreement and Treatment Integrity
Data were collected on treatment integrity prior to the beginning of the study, as well as
during all BST sessions (see Appendix D for treatment integrity checklist). This was done to
ensure that all BST procedures were conducted as intended. Prior to intervention, the
experimenter conducting BST had to consistently score 90% or better on the integrity checklist
over three consecutive practice sessions. If they fell below 90% integrity during BST with
participants, they would undergo booster training before they trained the next participant.
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Booster training consisted of additional practice sessions conducted until they exceeded 90%
integrity. Integrity was 100% during BST sessions with all four participants.
Interobserver agreement (IOA) data were collected during at least 21% of observation
sessions for each participant. This equaled 25% of all trials. A second trained observer was
present during IOA sessions and collected data on the session independently. IOA sessions were
varied such that all observers participated in IOA sessions with at least three other observers.
IOA was calculated separately for the number of instructions and engagement opportunities
observed during an observation session, camper response recorded for each trial, steps performed
correctly by staff during each trial, and presence of staff with cabin group during scheduled time
(see Table 1). IOA for the number of instructions and engagement opportunities was 90.08%
(ranging from 66.67% to 100%). IOA for the campers’ response recorded for each trial was
100%. IOA for the steps performed correctly was 91.97% (ranging from 66.67% to 100%). IOA
for presence at scheduled times was 100%.
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Table 2.1
Interobserver Agreement Calculations
Behavior observed

Possible Scores

Number of
instructions/engagements
observed

Numerical

Camper response to
instruction

Compliance, delayed
compliance, noncompliance

Steps performed
correctly on checklist

Yes/No for each of six
steps*

Cabin group presence at
scheduled time

Yes/No

Calculation
smaller count
X 100
larger count
agreement
agreements +
disagreements

X 100

agreement
agreements +
disagreements

X 100

agreement
agreements +
disagreements

X 100

* If there was a difference in score for the camper response, IOA was calculated for steps
performed based on the inverse of each step for steps which differ depending on camper
response (e.g., it would be considered agreement if one observer scores “yes” for use enthusiastic
tone based on scoring camper response as compliance and the other observer scores “no” for
neutral tone based on scoring camper response as noncompliance).
Procedure
Observer Training
The observers collecting data and interobserver data were camp support staff not directly
involved in camper supervision during observations. They were trained by the primary
experimenter and blinded as to which phase each participant is in and are not informed as to the
trainings being conducted. Training consists of a description of the target skills, including
examples and non-examples, as well as practice collecting data in an analogue setting (see
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Appendix A for description). Training continues until observers reach 90% or better IOA with
the primary experimenter in all three possible response categories. These observers have no part
in the BST sessions and, as two separate behaviors are tracked for each participant, they are not
informed that one is control for the other.
Participant Training
Typical camp training was conducted prior to the first week of camp and consisted of
instructions on dealing with camper problem behavior, as well as how and when to give
instructions to campers, and how to facilitate engagement in activities with campers. These
instructions included the items in the staff instruction checklist as well as the items in the
engagement checklist. However, this training did not use or hand out these checklists or use BST
in the training. Once all staff received typical camp training, baseline data collection began for
all participants. During each 15-minute observation session assessing staff instructions for all
instructions given, the participant was scored on the six items in one of the three possible
scenario outcomes: compliance, delayed compliance, and noncompliance. Likewise, during each
15-minute observation assessing engagement for each opportunity, the participant was scored on
six items in either camper participation or non-participation scenarios. Baseline data were
collected on all measures of behavior.
After two camp programs (1.5 weeks) of baseline for all participant, one day of BST
commenced for the first participant. BST was conducted individually with each participant on
the weekends between camp programs and included instruction, modeling, practice, and
feedback. The skills targeted were those in the staff instruction checklist. The experimenter
explained and discussed when to give an instruction, the steps to include in the instruction, and
how to respond to different behaviors from the camper. This explanation included describing
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examples and non-examples of each component, and the participant was provided a written
description of the necessary steps. The experimenter then demonstrated these skills to the
participant. During the demonstration, the experimenter and an assistant role-played each of the
three possible scenarios of camper responding. Then the participant role-played as the staff
member with the assistant acting as the camper. All role-play scenarios were determined by
rolling dice to find a number corresponding to a certain scenario (see Appendix B). The
experimenter provided positive and instructive feedback to the participant immediately following
each role-play trial. They then began the sequence again starting with practice. The BST session
ended when the participant got all six items correct during role play in each category of camper
response, or when two hours had elapsed. Following this session of BST, the participant entered
the post-BST phase of the study and observation sessions were conducted with identical
procedures to baseline observations.
At the end of the study, each participant was provided with a social validity questionnaire
to assess how they perceived the intervention and its effectiveness. Likewise, the camp
leadership were provided with a similar questionnaire to assess how they viewed the training,
how well it fit with their mission statement, and the benefit of conducting more training on
behavior management in this way (see Appendix C for questionnaires).
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Chapter 3: Results
Engagement and Instructions
Emily was the first participant to receive BST on providing instructions and
consequences to campers. Out of the 6 items on the instruction checklist (target behavior) her
scores ranged from 1 to 4 correct during baseline. They then ranged from 1 to 6 correct after
receiving BST (see Figure 1). For instructions, she had a PND of 48.3%. Since she only had one
data point with a score of 4 during baseline the PND was also calculated excluding that data
point from the baseline range and found a PND of 75% for this adjusted range. Emily’s initial
baseline data for the engagement observations (control behavior) ranged from 3 to 6 correct out
of 6 possible. During the continued baseline phase following BST on instructions, her
engagement data continued to range from scores of 3 to 6 (see Figure 2). There was one outlier
trial with a score of 0 when she was present during the activity but was discussing a camper
concern with camp leadership and thus received a score of 0 for engagement in the activity. Her
PND for engagement was 2.7% including the outlier and 0.0% excluding it.
Abigail was the second to receive BST. Out of the 6 items on the instruction checklist,
her baseline ranged from 1 to 3 correct. Her data ranged from 1 to 6 correct for instructions
during the post-BST phase (see Figure 1). Abigail’s instruction PND was 72.7%. The initial
baseline phase for engagement ranged from 0 to 6 for Abigail. Her continued baseline scores
ranged from 0 to 6 following receiving BST on instructions (see Figure 2). PND was calculated
as 0.0%. However, PND may not be an appropriate measure in this case, as it is not possible to
score outside of a baseline range of 0 to 6 correct because the number of items on the checklist is
6 and it would not be possible to score less than 0 or more than 6.
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Josh was the next to receive BST on instructions. Out of the 6 items on the instruction
checklist, his baseline instruction scores ranged from 0 to 4. Following BST, his instruction
scores ranged from 2 to 6 (see Figure 1). His PND for instructions was 37.5%. He also had 11
baseline data points that were lower than the lowest data point in the post-BST phase. Out of the
6 items on the engagement checklist, Josh's scores ranged from 2 to 6 correct during the initial
baseline. During the continued engagement baseline following receiving BST on instructions, his
engagement scores ranged from 3 to 6 (see Figure 2). His PND for engagement was 0.0%. Since
his initial baseline had a wider range than his continued baseline, PND was also calculated for
the initial baseline. This resulted in a PND score for the initial baseline of 2.4%.
Olivia was the last to receive BST for instructions. Her instruction baseline scores ranged
from 1 to 6. However, out of the 114 data points in baseline, only 2 were above 4 (one was 5 and
one was 6). Because of this, they may be considered outliers. Her scores ranged from 2 to 6
during the post-BST phase. Including the full range for baseline, the PND is 0.0%. If the two
possible outliers are removed it leaves a PND of 45.5%. Olivia also had 9 data points in baseline
that were lower than the lowest data point in the post-BST phase. The range of her data for
engagement during the initial baseline was 0 to 6. The range was 1 to 6 during the continued
engagement baseline after BST for instructions (see Figure 2). Her PND for engagement was
0.0%. However, this is another case where BST may not be an appropriate measure, because her
initial baseline range covered the whole range of possible scores.
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Figure 3.1
Items Correct on Instruction Checklist
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Figure 3.2
Items Correct on Engagement Checklist
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Figure 3.3
Engagement and Instruction Items Correct
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The mean and mode were calculated for each participant for data on instructions and on
engagement. The possible range of scores is 0 to 6 for each instance. The modal score for
instruction for Emily, Olivia, and Josh increased from baseline to post-BST by 2 and increased
by 3 for Abigail. The engagement mode for Emily and Olivia remained constant, while the
engagement mode for Abigail and Josh increased by one. The mean score for instructions
increased from baseline to post-BST for all participants. This increase ranged from an increase of
1.69 to an increase of 2.10. The mean score for engagement increased for Emily and Josh by less
than 0.75 and decreased for Abigail and Olivia by less than 0.10 (see Table 2 for details).
Table 3.1
Participant Aggregate Data
Instruction
Baseline

Instruction
Post-BST

Instruction
Difference

Engagement
Baseline

Engagement
Cont. Baseline

Engagement
Difference

Mode

Mean

Mode

Mean

Mode

Mean

Mode

Mean

Mode

Mean

Mode

Mean

Emily

3

2.32

5

4.27

2

1.95

4

4.53

4

4.46

0

(-0.07)

Abigail

1

1.83

4

3.93

3

2.10

4

3.26

5

4.00

1

0.74

Josh

2

2.34

4

4.06

2

1.72

4

4.56

5

4.50

1

(-0.06)

Olivia

2

2.67

4

4.36

2

1.69

5

4.17

5

4.33

0

0.16

Presence at Scheduled Times
One of the measures of behavior was to gather data on the percent of scheduled
mealtimes each participant was present with all campers in their charge at the time listed on the
camp schedule. Emily was present 5 out of 7 (71%) in baseline and 8 out of 10 (80%) post-BST.
Abigail was present 9 out of 10 (90%) in baseline and 6 out of 6 (100%) post-BST. Josh was
present 11 out of 13 (85%) observations, and he was present 4 out of 6 (67%) observations after
receiving BST on instructions. Olivia was present 10 out of 16 (63%) during baseline and 2 out
of 3 (66%) post-BST.
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Social Validity
While it was not the primary purpose of the present study, some data on camper
responding was discernable from the data collected on the participants. This data included the
number of instructions to which campers responded with compliance, delayed compliance, and
noncompliance. These data served as a measure of the social validity for the content of the
trainings. During baseline, camper noncompliance was observed for 4 out of 22 (18%) of
Emily’s instructions. Following BST camper noncompliance was observed during 0 out of 60
(0%) instructions. Abigail had 9 out of 41 (22%) camper noncompliance during baseline and 1
out of 44 (2%) during the post-BST phase. During baseline, Josh had 11 out of 50 (22%) camper
noncompliance. Then after BST, he had 2 out of 32 (6%) camper noncompliance. Olivia had 7
out of 73 (10%) noncompliance during baseline. She then had 0 out of 22 (0%) noncompliance
after BST.
Another measure of social validity was that participants were given an anonymous
questionnaire regarding how they perceived the BST on giving instructions and consequences
(see Table 3 for results). In response to the statement, the training was useful and practical, two
participants said they strongly agreed, one said they agreed, and one said they were neutral. In
response to the statement, I found the training easy to understand, three participants said they
strongly agreed and one said they agreed. In response to the statement, the training helped me
feel more equipped to manage camper behavior, and to the statement, I would recommend doing
this training with future staff, three participants said they strongly agreed and one said they
agreed. In response to the statement, the benefit was worth the time spent training, all four
participants said they strongly agreed.
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The camp leadership were given a similar questionnaire on the BST conducted with their
staff (see Table 4 for results). In response to the statement the training improved staff behavior
management, both camp leaders said they agreed. Both camp leaders said that they strongly
agreed to the following statements: the training improved the camper experience, the training fit
well with the mission of the camp, this training method was appropriate for the camp setting, the
benefit of the training was worth the cost in time and money, and I would use this training with
future staff.
Table 3.2
Cabin Leader Questionnaire Responses
Anonymous Questionnaire Participants
One

Two

Three

Four

The training was useful and practical.

5

5

3

4

I found the training easy to understand.

5

5

4

4

The training helped me be a better cabin
leader.

5

5

5

4

The training helped me feel more equipped to
manage camper behavior

5

5

5

4

The benefit was worth the time spent training.

5

5

5

5

I would recommend doing this training with
future staff.

5

5

5

4

Note. Rating scale of 1-5 used. From 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree.
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Table 3.3
Camp Leadership Questionnaire Responses
Anonymous Questionnaire
Participants
One
Two
The training improved the camper experience

5

5

The training fit well with the mission of the camp.

5

5

This training method was appropriate for the camp setting.

5

5

The training improved staff behavior management.

4

4

The benefit of training staff was worth the cost in time and money.

5

5

I would use this training with future staff.

5

5

Note. Rating scale of 1-5 used. From 1 strongly disagree to 5 strongly agree.
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Chapter 4: Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to assess the effectiveness and feasibility of BST to
train staff on the implementation of behavior management techniques for increasing camper
compliance with instructions. Both Emily and Abigail had relatively low and stable baseline data
for the target behavior. Their scores then increased after receiving BST, but they also became
more variable. It should be noted that these were the two participants who were starting their first
year on staff at this camp. Josh and Olivia were both returning staff at this camp, and both had
more variable baseline data for the target behavior. However, their mean and mode during
baseline were comparable to those of Emily and Abigail. One possibility is that Josh and Olivia
both had previous experience working with children at camp and had contacted reinforcement
contingencies related to behavior management of campers. Because of this previous experience,
their baseline may have been more variable due to a wider range of behavior management skills.
It is also possible that repeated exposure to the content of the training during two typical camp
training weeks may have contributed to the wider range in baseline responding. Even given the
variable data for Josh and Olivia they both demonstrated an increase in instruction scores
following BST, but they continued to exhibit somewhat variable responding.
Scores for engagement in activities for Abigail and Olivia were more variable compared
to scores for instruction. Their data ranged from 0 (the lowest possible score) to 6 (the highest
possible score). Emily and Josh had a range in scores for engagement that were similar in size to
the range for instruction. However, both participants’ engagement ranges were on the upper side
of the possible scores (ranging from 4 to 6). All participants reached scores of 6 in both baseline
and continued baseline following BST on instructions. Because of this, it may have been difficult
to see improvement in scores other than to reduce variability and see more trials scored at the
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higher end of the range. None of the participants' engagement data indicated any trend, and
variability remained relatively constant for all participants. This indicates that the behavior does
not appear to have improved over the course of the summer and it did not increase or decrease
when BST was used targeting a different behavior. This equivalence across phases seems to
indicate that the training provided on delivering instructions and consequences did not have a
negative impact on the participants ability to engage with campers during fun activities.
Overall, the results for all participants indicate an increase in instruction scores from
baseline to post-BST. This holds true when assessed using visual analysis of the graphs as well
as calculations of mean, mode, and PND. While data were relatively variable throughout the
study for some participants, there does appear to be a marked increase in instruction checklist
steps performed correctly following BST for all participants. This is in contrast to relatively little
change in responding for the control behavior of participant engagement in activities.
With the exception of Josh, all participants' presence at scheduled times increased slightly
following BST. Josh had an 18% decrease from baseline to post-BST. However, he only had 6
measures of presence after BST, and he had a relatively high baseline percentage of 85%. Olivia
had a 3% increase in presence, Emily had a 9% increase, and Abigail had a 10% increase. These
findings may tentatively indicate that for some BST targeting behavior management techniques
for compliance may slightly increase the ability to get campers to the scheduled location on time.
However, as this was not the primary target of this study, more data is needed to assess this
possibility.
The percentage of camper noncompliance to instructions decreased for all participants
following BST. During baseline, camper noncompliance ranged from 10% to 22%. Following
BST the range of camper noncompliance dropped to a range of 0% to 6%. At the end of the
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study, all participants as well as camp leadership were given questionnaires on how they
perceived the training. None of the participants or leaders reported they disagreed or strongly
disagreed with any of the statements. Only one participant marked that they were neutral to a
statement. The majority of participants and leaders marked that they agreed or strongly agreed to
all statements. This indicates that participants as well as camp leadership reported that they
viewed the training as beneficial, worthwhile, and feasible. Based on data gathered on camper
noncompliance and questionnaires provided to participants and camp leadership, the BST and
skills taught during it appear to have good social validity.
Limitations
Participant Reactivity
One limitation is possible participant reactivity due to being observed. While the
observers were individuals that were present throughout the camp day and had various tasks
working alongside the participants, it was likely that the participants could notice when they
were being observed. Even though this reactivity would likely have been present in both baseline
and post-BST phases, it may have had a larger effect once participants received BST, as they had
then contacted the exact items being scored. This may have resulted in a change in their behavior
and as a result a change in the data. While this is a limitation for the research study, it is possible
that it may benefit maintenance and generalization of the skills. With the increased use of these
skills during a brief period of observation post-training, they may contact natural reinforcement
contingencies (e.g., higher rates of campers complying with their instructions) that would
continue to reinforce staff behavior once observations ceased. Future research could account for
this possible reactivity by using more discreet observation methods such as video recording. In
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addition, future research could assess the use of in situ skill observations in the natural
environment at camp to increase generalization of skills.
Ceiling effect
A second possible limitation is that the use of engagement as the control behavior may
not provide sufficient experimental control for this study. The participants were scoring
relatively high during engagement baseline, and thus a ceiling effect may have been present. This
may indicate that the participants did not require additional training in this area and did not have
as much room for improvement as they did on the items on the instruction checklist. Because of
this, it is difficult to compare the increase in the target behavior from baseline to post-BST with
this control behavior because the baseline scores were high enough that minimal increase could
be measured. Two participants also had highly variable responding such that PND was not a
helpful measure to use. However, even without engagement as a means of control, there may still
be sufficient experimental control in the use of the multiple probe design and observable
differences consistently and immediately seen from baseline to post-BST for all participants.
Future research may need to identify a more comparable control behavior to collect data on or
use different methods of experimental control than those present in this study.
Observer bias
A third limitation is the possibility of observer bias. Because the observers were also staff
at the same summer camp, they had opportunities to talk with and relate to all participants and
other observers. Even though the observers were not told which phase each participant was in or
what behavior was being trained, it is possible that they may have gained some of this
information through talking with participants. Before the beginning of the study, all observers
and participants were asked not to discuss anything related to the study or disclose any
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information related to it. However, it cannot be known how strictly this request was followed.
Additionally, one of the six observers was the primary researcher who was also the one
conducting the BST. While observer bias may have been present in this study, given that this is
applied research specifically in a camp setting it may be difficult for future research to account
for this limitation without introducing other limitations or reducing the external validity of the
study. Attempts to combat this limitation may increase participant reactivity by having unknown
observers present or conducting the study outside of the camp setting. However, the use of IOA
data helps to limit the effect of observer bias affecting data, and the relatively high IOA
percentages indicate that this was not likely a large issue.
Social Interactions
A fourth limitation is the possibility that participants that have already received BST may
have shared information with baseline participants about the skills trained. It is also possible that
those still in baseline may have seen other participants using these skills with campers. Because
of the setting of the research, all participants were working closely with each other. They were
provided the same information as observers not to discuss any of the information being trained,
but again, it cannot be known that they followed this instruction. However, there is no indication
from the data that this diffusion of information was present as none of the participants'
instruction scores indicate an increasing or decreasing trend in baseline and they increased only
after their own BST.
Pandemic
The fifth limitation is that during this study numerous camp-wide procedural changes had
been made in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. These changes included the requirement for
everyone to wear a mask when in the dining area aside from while eating, keeping cabin group
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sizes to a maximum of 11 campers instead of 13, limiting the number of campers each week to
45 instead of 60, keeping cabin groups together during most activities that had previously been
intermixed, and changing the check-in process for campers to have parents/caregivers remain in
vehicles. Although these procedures did not alter the experimental design or the method used, it
is difficult to determine what effect they may have had on the results. Future research could
replicate this study at camp when these procedures are no longer necessary or in use.
Observer Availability
A sixth possible limitation is the limited availability of observers because of other tasks
they were responsible for during the summer. Because they had other job responsibilities, they
were scheduled for observations at specific times when they were available, instead of
randomizing which observations they conducted with which participants. This limited
availability was also the reason that observations were only 15 minutes in length and only 25%
of trials had IOA data. In addition, there was only one male observer, and he was required by the
camp to be in supervision of campers for large periods. As a result, limited data were gathered on
Josh (the male participant) during the observation times scheduled to happen inside the boys’
cabin, as this area was off-limits to the female observers. Future research may account for these
limitations by having additional staff trained as observers and ensuring a sufficient ratio of males
to females if data must be collected in restricted areas such as was the case here.
Personal Disclosure
Finally, the seventh possible limitation is that the primary experimenter had a personal
familial relationship with numerous staff and leadership working for the camp and had been
involved with the camp for several years before the study. The camp leadership who responded
to the social validity questionnaire were related to the primary experimenter and this may serve
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as a confound for this social validity measure. However, the participants of the study had no
relation to the experimenter and their questionnaire responses are measured separately from the
leadership. Additionally, this relation may introduce possible bias for the experimenter.
However, the camp’s regional director who has no relationship to the primary experimenter
provided approval for the research and the method used. Despite the fact that this may have
introduced more observer bias for the primary experimenter, the IOA data, BST integrity data,
and the inclusion of five other observers may serve to reduce the possible impact or presence of
such bias.
Conclusions
The results indicate an observable difference in instruction scores from baseline to postBST both from visual analysis of the graphs and calculations of mean, mode, and PND. The
results seem to indicate that BST was effective at increasing the correct implementation of the
delivery of instructions, provision of reinforcement, and response cost at summer camp. This is
in contrast to relatively little change in responding for the control behavior of facilitating
engagement in activities. This increase in demonstrating the steps outlined in the BST on
instructions and response cost occurred in conjunction with a decrease in camper noncompliance,
indicating positive social validity for the BST delivered and the techniques taught. BST seems to
be feasible to conduct in the camp setting and appears to have provided meaningful results at the
present camp. These results corroborate results from previous literature on BST and response
cost procedures in other settings and extend the research into the camp setting.
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Appendix A
Skill Steps and Examples
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Staff Instruction Steps and Examples
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Appendix B
Data Collection Scenarios
Scheduled Observation Scenarios
Scheduled
Observation

Transitions
between morning
activities

Description
Transition away from activity by putting away all equipment/materials
for activity, going to camp lodge, remaining within or directly
surrounding lodge
Transition to next activity by going to porch when bell rings, waiting
quietly until name is called, going to next activity location

Prepare for rest by going into cabin, using restroom, and getting on bed
Daily afternoon
rest in cabins

Rest by maintaining quiet, remaining on own bed, sleeping or engaging
in quiet solitary activities such as reading, writing, drawing, or small
handwork
Transition to preparation by stopping free time activities, and going to
cabin with cabin group

Transition from
free time to supper

Prepare for dinner by showering, getting dressed, and hanging up
swimwear to dry
Transition to dinner by staying in cabin until entire group is ready, going
to dining location with cabin group
Transition to cabin by stopping activity or social interactions, and going
into cabin

Preparing for and
transitioning to
bed

Prepare for bed by brushing teeth, getting pajamas on, and using
restroom
Transition to bed by getting into bed, maintaining quiet, remaining on
own bed, sleeping or for a short time engaging in quiet solitary activities
such as reading, writing, drawing, or small handwork, and turning off
lights
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Possible Role-Play Scenarios
Number

Primary Response (within 30s)

1

Begin to comply

Secondary Response (following
participant response)
Comply

2

Ask related question

Comply

3

Request more time

Comply

4

Request help

Comply

5

Verbal refusal

Begin to comply

6

Do nothing

Begin to comply

7

Do something other than comply

Begin to comply

8

Ask unrelated question

Begin to comply

9

Verbal refusal

No compliance

10

Do nothing

No compliance

11

Do something other than comply

No compliance

12

Ask unrelated question

No compliance

50
Appendix C
Data Collection Materials
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